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Abstract;

This study examined the mathematics achievement of elementary school students to determine
whether a district-developed NCTM Standards-based mathematics curriculum taught by trained
teachers was more or less effective than the traditional curriculum that was currently being used.

A non-random group of 13 teachers who had been trained in using the new Standards-based

~ curriculum taught the new curriculum to their students. After eliminating kindergarten because
norm-referenced tests were not administered at that level, there were 10 experimental teachers
and classes remaining in the study. The control group was comprised of other teachers in the
school district who taught at the same grade levels as the experimental teachers. Therefore, the
control group of 24 teachers and their classes was larger than the experimental group. Teachers
in the control group continued to use the curriculum that was already in place. Pretests and
posttests, using the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills for mathematics, were administered to students in
both groups. The tests were administered following the standardized, highly secure procedures
developed and regulated by the Mississippi Department of Education. Individual scores were
analyzed, using an analysis of covariance. Pretest NCE’s were the covariate, and posttest NCE’s
were the dependent variable. Both sex of students and group type were considered. An outside
evaluator, PREPS (Program for Research and Evaluation in Public Schools) of Mississippi State
University, was used.

There was a significant difference between the experimental and control groups, s >.001.
There was no significant difference between male and female students, p = .843. There was no
significant interaction of group by sex, s =.301. The conclusion of the study was that students in
the experimental group, taught by trained teachers, scored higher in mathematics NCE’s than
students in the control group, whose teachers did not use the new curriculum and had not been
trained in using it:




An Evaluation of a District-Developed NCTM Standards-Based
Mathematics Curriculum
Ann Amold Adams

- Under a three-year FIRST: Schools and Teachers Program (Fund for Improvement and Reform
of Schools and Teachers) grant from the U. S. Department of Education, the Leflore County
School District developed a curriculum for teaching mathematics. The curriculum was designed
to be aligned with the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics Curriculum and Evaluation
Standards for School Mathematics (1989) and Professional Standards for Teaching Mathematics
(1991), both hereafter referred to as the NCTM Standards or the Standards. (NCTM published
the separate evaluation recommendations, Assessment Standards for School Mathematics
(1995), during the district’s evaluation of its newly developed curriculum.) Consultants from
Mississippi Valley State University, Delta State University, Mississippi College, and the
Mississippi Department of Education assisted with the development of the curriculum.

Committees of teachers studied the NCTM Standards and developed a district math curriculum
that was aligned with the standards. The curriculum was designed to accomplish the NCTM
five overall curricular goals: learning to value mathematics, becoming confident in one’s own
ability, becoming a mathematical problem solver, learning to communicate mathematically, and
learning to reason mathematically. The curriculum consisted of objectives, processes, and
evaluation components. The objectives were horizontally and vertically sequenced in strands.
The processes (the instructional activities and procedures teachers and students would use to
facilitate the students’ achievement of the objectives) emphasized hands-on use of manipulatives,
cooperative learning groups, problem solving, and connections to the real world. The evaluation
components included sample tests, scoring criteria, strategies, and observational criteria. The
curriculum and processes were field tested during the development phase of the program.

In order to prepare teachers for developing curriculum, professional development was provided.
A graduate mathematics course was developed especially for the district. During two
consecutive school years, this free course was made available to all district teachers and
administrators. Resource materials and mathematics training for teachers were provided.

Mississippi is a state with a high-stakes testing program. School districts’ accreditation ratings
are very heavily based on test scores. The Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) was used by the state
for a majority of the outcome measures that were used to determine accreditation ratings for
districts. Therefore, before fully implementing the new mathematics curriculum, it was
important to the district to determine which curriculum-- the Standards-based curriculum or the
traditional curriculum already in place in the district--resulted in superior scores on the ITBS.. A
study was conducted to compare the ITBS scores attained by students using the NCTM
Standards-based curriculum with the scores of students using the traditional curriculum. The
traditional curriculum was defined as the curriculum that was currently in place in the district.
The traditional curriculum included a heavy emphasis on basic skills and the use of the textbook.



Problem Development

There has been a strong effort at the national and state levels to encourage the incorporation of
the Standards into schools and classrooms. Federal and state grant programs often include the
requirement that instruction be Standards-based. There is a large body of literature comprised of
recommendations to follow the NCTM Standards, explanations of the Standards, and/or
suggestions of how to implement Standards-based instruction. Actual research in the
effectiveness of Standards-based mathematics education comprises a much smaller body of
literature.

Goldsmith and Mark (1999) describe standards-based mathematics instruction as emphasizing
the development of conceptual understanding and reasoning, active involvement of students,
students’ working collaboratively, and the use of hands-on activities. Burns (1993, 1996)
strongly advocates the use of manipulative materials for teaching math at all grade levels.
Crawford and Witte (1999) describe five attributes they find to be common to classrooms in
which students are actively engaged in constructing their own knowledge and understandings:
relating, experiencing, applying, cooperating, and transferring. Simon (1986), describes the role
of the teacher in using Standards-based approaches to developing mathematical concepts.

Futch and Stephens (1997) found that a group of Georgia middle school math teachers and.
administrators agreed with almost 70 percent of the Standards but that many did not accept 31%
of the beliefs underlying the Standards, even though Georgia had made a special effort to
encourage the use of the Standards. Sherman and Richardson (1995) found a lack of uniformity
in teachers’ beliefs concerning the use of manipulatives. If teachers do not believe in the
effectiveness of a particular methodology for teaching mathematics, they are much less likely to
use it. (Bauch, 1984)

Suydam (1985) describes the use of manipulative instructional materials prior to the publishing
of the Standards. She summarizes research indicating that the most widely used instructional
material is the textbook. Suydam reports that most teachers use materials other than the text

- fewer than six times a year. Mokros (1994) reports that textbooks are not aligned with the
Standards. :

It is easier to advocate the Standards than it is to implement them (Lowenberg Ball and
Schroeder (1992). Hatfield (1994) examines the use of manipulatives for math instruction by
teachers who supervise and train student teachers. Her study examined the degree to which
teachers reported that they used certain identified manipulatives. This survey revealed that
although most supervising teachers claimed to be familiar with and had access to manipulatives,
devices were seldom used and there was a pattern of decreasing use of manipulatives as the grade
levels increased from kindergarten to sixth. Ernest (1994) found that professional development
with follow-up resulted in increased use of manipulatives by secondary teachers.

Garrity (1998) found that test scores of students using manipulatives improved when students
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worked together with other students but did not improve when students worked alone. Chester, J.
(1991) reported that geometry students using manipulatives had significantly higher test scores
than those not using manipulatives. Ginsburg-Block and Fantuzzo (1998) report that students
receiving Standards-based instruction in computation and word problems and who worked
together with other students were more successful than those who did not.

Notwithstanding the national and state encouragement to align curricula with the Standards, there
are those who allege that the Standards are not grounded in adequate research, that insufficient
attention is given to some important mathematical skills and procedures, and that overemphasis
is placed on some nonessential content. (Cook, 1995)

Herrera and Ozgiin-Koca (1999) identify seven Standards-based practices that have shown
promise. Promise, but ten years after the Standards were published, there are still no answers
(Hiebert, 1999).

Research of Standards-based curricula is needed to determine whether or not instruction aligned
with the Standards will result in increased mathematics achievement for students. More
convincing research results will increase educators’ confidence as they decide whether and/or
how to align curriculum and instruction with the Standards. (Hiebert, 1999).

Procedure

Thirteen district teachers taught the NCTM Standards-based curriculum during the 1994-1995
school year. The students of these teachers were considered to be the experimental group. '
Because the district did not administer standardized tests to kindergarten students, three
kindergarten classes were removed from the experimental group. The remaining experimental
classes were in grades 1-7.

The control group included twenty-nine classes of 1*' - 7" grade students taught the traditional
curriculum by twenty-four teachers.

The number of control students was greater than the number of experimental students. This was
due to the manner of selecting control teachers. For each grade level, 1# -7" , a school with no
experimental teachers at that grade level was selected at random as the control. All the students at
that grade level in the control school were identified as control group students.

Students of the experimental teachers were pooled to form the experimental group of students,
and students of the control teachers were pooled to form the control group of students.
Individual ITBS mathematics pretest and posttest scores were attained for 220 experimental
students and 454 control students.

Limitations of the study included that the teachers of the experimental groups were non-random
volunteers and that the numbers of students in the experimental and control groups were uneven.

4



These limitations affect the generalization of results.

A strength of the study was that an outside evaluator, PREPS (Program for Research and
Evaluation of Public Schools) of Mississippi State University, conducted the analysis of the data.

PREPS took the data from the ITBS tabulation sheets of each experimental and control class
included in the study. Each student was assigned a number that included school, grade, teacher,
personal number, age, sex, math NCE (Normal Curve Equivalent), math NPR (National
Percentile Rank), core battery total NCE and core battery total NPR. Because of absences, some
students did not have both pretest and posttest scores.

An Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was used to ahalyze the data. There were 673 total
degrees of freedom. The effects examined were a comparison of the two groups (experimental

and control) and a comparison by sex (female or male).

Frequencies of Variables

Table 1
Cell Means and Count for Group
Experimental Control
Mean 47.11 40.52
Count 220.00 454.00
PREPS
Table 2
Cell Means and Count for Sex
Female Male
Mean - 4255 42.79
Count 339.00 335.00
PREPS
5




Table 3

Cell Means and Count for Group by Sex
Female Male Total/Average
Experimental 45.76 48.70 40.94
Count 119 101 220
Control 40.82 40.24 40.53
Count 220 234 454
TREPS
Results

The covariates were the NCE’s of the math pretests, and the dependent variables were the NCE’s
of the math posttests. The ANCOVA revealed a significant difference between the experimental
and control groups, F (1,669) =24.49, p=.001. The experimental group (M = 47.11) scored
higher than the control group (M = 40.52). There was no significant difference between female
and male students, F (1,669) = .039, p = .843. Nor was there a significant interaction between
the groups by sex, F (1,669) = 1.073, p =.301.

Summary Table

Source of Variation SS DF MS F SigF
PreMNCE (Covariate) 77933.11 1 77933.11 N/A N/A
Main Effect (Group) 5605.44 1 5605.44 24.49 001+
Main Effect (Sex) 8.95 1 8.95 .04 .843
Interaction (Group x Sex) 245.64 1 245.64 1.07 301
Explained 83793.12 4 20948.28 | - | -eee-
Residual 153151.756 | 669 22893 | - | -
Total 236944.88 673 352.07

PREPS

Conclusions

The experimental group of students who used the district-developed Standards-based curriculum
throughout the school year had significantly (= <.001) higher ITBS scores than the control group
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of students whose teachers continued to use the district’s traditional curriculum. The Standards-
based curriculum did not prove to be significantly more effective for one sex than for another.
Nor was there an interaction between group and sex.

The results of this study encouraged the school district to proceed to implement the new
Standards-based curriculum beyond the original group of experimental classes.

The Standards-based curriculum included the use of manipulatives, students working
collaboratively, hands-on active learning, and mathematical concepts not taught in the traditional
curriculum. It was designed around the NCTM overall curricular goals for students to achieve.
However, no documentation was collected and analyzed on such issues as how often
manipulatives were used or how frequently students constructed their own knowledge.
Therefore, no conclusions may be drawn as to which of the differences in the Standards-based
curriculum had the greatest impact or even if there were some differences that had a negative
outcome.

References

Bauch, P. A. (1984). The impact of teachers’ instructional beliefs on their teaching:
Implications for research and practice. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA.

Burns, M.. (1996). How to Make the most of math manipulatives. Instructor, 105(7), 45-
51.

Burns, M. (1993). Math in action: Intermediate problem solving. Instructor, 103(3), 26.

Chester, J. et al. (1991) Math manipulatives use and math achievement of third-grade
students. Columbus, Ohio: ERIC Clearinghouse for Science Mathematics, and Environmental
Education. :

Cook, C. J. (1995) Critical Issue: Implementing curriculum, instruction, and assessment
standards in mathematics. North Central Regional Educational Laboratory. 8 pages.

Crawford, M. and Witte, M. (1999). Strategies for mathematics: teaching in context.
Educational Leadership, Volume 57(3), 34-38.

Ermest, P. S. (1994). Evaluation of the effectiveness and implementation of a math
manipulatives project. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Mid-South Educational
Research Association, Nashville, TN.

Futch, L. D. and Stephens, J. C. Jr. (1997). The beliefs of Georgia teachers and principals
regarding the NCTM Standards: a representative view using the Standards’ Belief Instrument
(SBI). School Science and Mathematics, 97(5), 242-247.

Garrity, C. (1998). Does the use of hands-on learning, with manipulatives, improve the
test scores of secondary education geometry students? Cleveland, Ohio: ERIC Clearinghouse for
Science Mathematics, and Environmental Education, ED 422179.

Ginsburg-Block, M. D. and Fantuzzo, J. W. (1998). An evaluation of the relative
effectiveness of NCTM Standards-based interventions for low-achieving urban elementary
students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 90(3), 560-569.

7

11



Goldsmith, L. T. and Mark, J. (1999). What is a standards-based mathematics curriculum?
Educational Leadership, Volume 57(3), 40-44.

Hatfield, M. (1994). Use of manipulative devices: elementary school cooperating teachers
self-report. School Science and Mathematics, 94(6). 303-309.

Herrera, T. A. and Ozgiin-Koca, S. A. (1999). Promising practices in mathematics
education. The Eric Review, Vol. 6(2), 36-38. .

Hiebert, J. (1999) Relationships between research and the NCTM Standards. Journal for
Research in Mathematics Education, 30(1), 3-19.

Lowenberg Ball, D., and Schroeder, T. L. (1992) Improving teaching, not standardizing it.
Mathematics Teacher, 85(1).

Mokros, J. (1994). Math textbooks: Where’s the math? Education Digest, 60(3), 61.

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. (1989). Curriculum and evaluation
standards for school mathematics. Reston, VA: Author.

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. (1991). Professional standards for
teaching mathematics. Reston, VA: Author.

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. (1995). Assessment standards for school
mathematics. Reston, VA: Author.

Sherman, H. and Richardson, L. (1995). Elementary school teachers’ beliefs an practices
related to teaching mathematics with manipulatives. Educational Research Quarterly, 18(4), 27-
36.

Simon, M. A. (1986). The teacher’s role in increasing students’ understanding of
mathematics. Educational Leadership, 43(7), 40-43.

Suydam, M. N. (1985). Research on Instructional materials for mathematics.
ERIC/SMEAC Special Digest No. 3. Columbus, Ohio: ERIC Clearinghouse for Science
Mathematics, and Environmental Education, ED 276 569.

Author’s Note: Ann Arnold Adams is Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instructlon
Leflore County School District, Greenwood, MS.

12




e F ~at b o Teetale T BTN as s b ke B erdnr STt b S S s T 0 AR e QA e B P T e T o B e g v B

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

ERIC

TM030411

1. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:
Tte: An Fvaluatren oF @ Distrer- Del/eép/aw/ NCTH Standard <~
Based Mathe matics (Crcrriculum
aunorsy Anr A, Adams |
Corporate Source: /- © £lor e (o (M S> Se hOO/ D> | s1# /7| Publication Date:
G reenwood, MS 1999, Nov. |y

Il. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

If permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, piease CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottom
of the page.

The sample sticker shown below wili be
affixed to all Level 1 documents

The sample sticker shown below wilt be
affixed to alt Leve! 2A documents

The sample sticker shown below will be
affixed to all Level 2B documents

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS
BEEN GRANTED BY

Q\e

50((\

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA
FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY,
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Q\G

50((\

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

2A

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

o
Q

(g
%
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

2B

Level 1

I

X

Check here for Level 1 release, permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche or other ERIC archival

media (e.g., electronic) and paper copy.

Level 2A

Check here for Level 2A release, permitting reproduction
and dissemination in microfiche and in electronic media
for ERIC archival coliection subscribers only

Leve! 2B
1

Check here for Level 2B release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.

{f permission to reproduce is granted, but no box is checked, documents will be processed at Levet 1. -

3

1 hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and its system
contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libranies and other service agencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquines.

Printed Name/Position/Title:

Ann A. Adams, fsst. Supt

Sian 1 o A (A, )
here,~» + Co L

Organization/Address:

2ase é/@w W &@ |

T 53 - 86 | 4 o 4865 3T

Lirditpmosa@® |07-/8- 79

h@ﬁm /’/l CD/VI (over)

o



E

< - .

\

lil. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more
stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price: -

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: . .
University of Maryland

ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation
1129 Shriver Laboratory
College Park, MD 20742
Attn: Acquisitions

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, return this form (and the document being
contributed) to:
ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
1100 West Street, 2™ Fioor
Laurel, Maryland 20707-3598

Telephone: 301-497-4080
Toll Free: 800-799-3742
FAX: 301-953-0263
e-mail: ericfac@Inet.ed.gov
WWW: http:/iericfac.piccard.csc.com

Q
R C-088 (Rev. 9/97)
memmsm VIOUS VERSIONS OF THIS FORM ARE OBSOLETE.



